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Further the "atitavrishti9 (past rain) cannot have any
relation with the present 'kriya' and 'guna'.' It is only the
^vartamana ghata' (present pot) that has the ^artamana
lauhitya9 (present redness). Thus in infrence the object is
neither a karaka nor a vyanjaka.

In perception, however, the sense contacts the property;

and we have the cognition of this property only when the
substance begins functioning.

Objection ; If the object is not immediate in infer-
ence, and if such an object cannot be a karaka or a vyanj-
aka, how can our vijnana have the vishayakara (form of the
object) in inference ?

Reply : We have the sense contact with the 'linga'
(hetu or reason). And the specific relation brought by this
functions as the cause in giving us the 'visisht aikartha jna-
na9- (a specific uni'ary cognition).

Objection ; If it is "atita', then it is an object. And
when it can have ^vishayatva", why can't it have the 'kara-
katva' also ?

Reply : No. An object is not an object if it does
not give rise to a knowledge of itself. The object in infer-
ence is an object only in so far as it removes the ignorance
we have of it  This absence of ignorance which this object
gives, is not its property. Nor can we say that the 'vishaya
vyapara3 is to give us the ^vijnanakara'. Vijnanakara* be-
longs only to jnana and to none else. When we say 'vrish-
timjanati9 (He knows about the rain) as an inferntial cogni-
tion, the verb to know has an object. But this object here